PUREX deactivation was completed on May 9,1997 (15 months ahead of schedule), for a total cost of $147 million, $75 million under budget.
PUREX is a reinforced concrete structure 1,005 feet long, 119 feet wide at its maximum and 100 feet high with about 40 feet below grade. The plant consists of three main structural components; 1) a thick-walled concrete canyon in which the radioactive processing equipment is contained, 2) service galleries which provide utilities, chemical, and laboratory services, and 3) ah annex that houses control rooms, offices, laboratories, and building ventilation services.
The PUREX process chemically removed cladding (aluminum and zirconium) from fuel elements supplied by Hanford's defense reactors. The decladded fuel elements would then be dissolved in nitric acid. The acid solution was processed through a solvent extraction system which separated the uranium and plutonium from waste products.
UCb
The UO3 plant is located on the DOE Hanford Site in the 200 West Area approximately 7 miles west of PUREX. The UO3 plant was constructed in 1944 for plutonium processing and subsequently modified in 1956 for uranium processing. The facility converted . the liquid uranyl nitrate hexahydrate product from PUREX into uranium oxide powder and nitric acid. The uranium oxide powder was shipped offsite for conversion to uranium metal for nuclear reactors and the nitric acid was recycled back to PUREX. -Doug Sherwood, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
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ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES
DOE-Headquarters. The Office of Environmental
Management, Nuclear Material and Facility Stabilization (EM-60) was responsible for overall approval of the PUREX/UO3 Deactivation Project. An EM-60 project manager was assigned to the project to act as a single point of contact for DOEHeadquarters. Primary responsibilities included:
• Approve DOE-Headquarters milestones and project funding.
#
• Provide DOE-Headquarters project policy guidance to RL.
• Act as liaison for other DOE-Headquarters organizations.
RL.
The Operations and Transition Division of RL was responsible for field execution and management. A project manager was also assigned as the single point of contact for RL. Primary responsibilities included:
Monitor and review project activities. • Implement worker health and safety programs.
• Manage and control the project baselines.
• Perform surveillance and maintenance and deactivation work. question. Without a method to determine the end points, the project could be subject to significant scope and cost creep as the project attempted to meet ambiguous unrealistic or unneeded objectives.
Therefore, the project used proven system engineering tools to develop and implement end point specifications. The end point specifications method is used to translate the broad project objectives into explicit goals that are readily understood by workers. The deactivation end points are essentially analogous to the design specifications for a construction project. The PUREX/UOj Deactivation Project had a total of 2,525 end points.
The end point methodology developed for the PUREX/UOj Deactivation Project is endorsed by the DOE and oversight agencies such as the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board and the WDOE. The end point process is currently being applied to a wide range of DOE projects across the nation. The key to the ultimate success of the PUREX/UO3 Deactivation Project was the implementation of several unique management methods. It was recognized from the outset that the many of the challenges facing the management team were one of a kind and had never been addressed. The special management methods are briefly described below.
Troika
Inherent in any DOE project is the involvement and shared responsibility of three primary organizations: 1) DOE-Headquarters, 2) the DOE field office (in this case RL), and 3) the contractor. In an attempt to streamline decision making and ensure proper involvement and communication, an arrangement, eventually coined the "Troika," was established. The Troika consisted of one project manager from each of the three organizations. Although each of the three project managers' responsibilities differed, they functioned as a group throughout the life of the project to effectively and efficiently guide the execution of the deactivation activities.
Reengineering
One of the most dramatic special management methods employed during the PUREX/UO3 Deactivation Project was reengineering. Although the redesigned business processes and organization were implemented with only 21 months left on the project schedule, the results were dramatic. The project schedule was shortened by five months, saving an estimated $13 million. The redesign work previously was handed-off between many organizations, now it will only be handed off once to a work team with accountability for completio
Work Control Process after Reengineering
Due to the high profile nature of the PUREX/UO3 Deactivation Project and the significance of the hazards and risk reduction being undertaken, communication and participation with the public was imperative. Several public meetings were conducted to provide a forum for the important dialogue regarding the key decisions of the project. The mutual trust and understanding of issues which evolved during these sessions proved invaluable to the ultimate disposition of many of the hazardous materials. Enlisting support for the PUREX deactivation project by public interest groups helped resolve stakeholder opposition to the return of spent nuclear fuel to Hanford's K Basins and the shipment of contaminated nitric acid to England. The values of the public and interest groups were woven into the project plans for dispositioning these materials and resulted in cooperative and cost effective results. 
Comprehensive Communications
Independent Technical Experts
One of the primary PUREX/UO3 Deactivation Project objectives was to apply lessons learned from commercial nuclear experience. Several senior level, technical experts with extensive commercial nuclear experience, such as the clean up of Three Mile Island Unit 2 and other projects, were made available through DOE-Headquarters for independent consultation. These independent technical experts were consulted throughout the PUREX/UO3 Deactivation Project for their unique technical and managerial insights and strategic approaches.
OWNER SATISFACTION
The PUREX/UO3 Deactivation Project exceeded the expectations of the DOE in demonstrating the benefits of deactivation. Real, significant risk reduction was accomplished while reducing the annual mortgage costs from approximately $34 million to less than $1 million,.
Several recognition awards were presented to the PUREX/UO3 Deactivation Project including;
• Vice-President Gore's Golden Hammer Award for reinventing government; • the 1996 National Pollution Prevention Award; • Waste Management 1996 Best Technical Poster Session-Transfer of Contaminated Nitric Acid to England; • inclusion into DOE's recent "Highlights of the Past 20 years" publication.
Additionally, the DOE has formed a program for forwarding the processes, techniques, and strategies February 1996 March 6-7,1996
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November Numerous technical exchange meetings were held to disseminate the lessons learned information (see Table 1 ). The typical life cycle of nuclear facilities like the PUREX and UO3 plants is construction, operation, and decommissioning, where decommissioning is the final disposition of the facility. Decommissioning is a time consuming and costly process. The PUREX/UQ Deactivation Project defined an interim step called deactivation. This innovative step resulted in minimizing the cost of subsequent surveillance and maintenance. Due to the extensive decommissioning costs for large facilities, the time between the end of deactivation and the beginning of decommissioning can be decades. The primary focus of deactivation is minimizing the cost of surveillance and maintenance by eliminating/reducing residual hazards, minimizing operating systems, and collapsing the administrative infrastructure.
Prior to PUREX, the DOE (and its predecessors) had extensive experience with large construction projects, but had very little experience with deactivation or applying project management discipline to deactivation activities. With PUREX it was the DOE's intention to model deactivation within a project framework. In the December 21,1992, PUREX termination letter, Deputy Assistant Secretary Bixby indicated, "This project has the potential for establishing the basis for the Department's future deactivation program."
In early 1993, several workshops and meetings were held to kickoff the PUREX/UO3 Deactivation Project. These meetings established the roles and responsibilities of the "Troika," developed the regulatory and safety framework for trie project, crystallized the project objectives, and supported development of a Project Management Plan. Participation included the DOE (Headquarters and RL), the contractor, various regulatory agencies from Washington and Oregon, and outside technical experts.
PROJECT OBJECTIVES
The PUREX/UO3 Deactivation Project objectives were developed to support the DOE's Office of Facility Transition and Management's overall goal of developing swift, uniform methods for deactivation of similar facilities. The project objectives were:
• Establish a safe and environmentally secure configuration of the plants (no active internal functions or equipment within confinement) and retain that configuration for a 10-year horizon. « • Ensure worker health and safety throughout the life of the project. Maintain a high degree of emphasis toward worker health and safety by applying a graded approach to implementing safety controls, providing adequate worker training, and a strong emphasis on conduct of operations.
• Achieve a yearly cost target of $2 million/year at turnover.
• Implement cost effective, innovative approaches to ensure the required safety envelope is defined and maintained during deactivation.
Achieve compliance with environmental, safety, and health codes and standards during deactivation.
Involve stakeholders in the development of the PUREX/UO3 Deactivation Project Management Plan and ensure continued involvement throughout the life of the project.
Transition the workforce out of the PUREX and UO3 plants through redeployment or outplacement.
Apply lessons learned from commercial deactivation experience.
Establish the PUREX/UO3 Deactivation Project as a pilot for canyon facilities.
PROJECT SCOPE AND RESULTS
The PUREX/UO3 Deactivation Project scope is discussed in the following sections.
Removal of High-Risk Materials
Plutonium/Uranium Solutions. Product solutions remained in the plant after the last operating campaign as feed for an anticipated restart. The
PUREX Deactivation Project Scope
6,000 gallons of solution contained 9 kilograms of Plutonium and 5 metric tonnes of uranium. This solution was originally intended to be packaged into waste drums. However, the engineering staff worked extensively with site personnel to demonstrate that the most cost effective and least hazardous method of disposal would be to blend the material with facility flush solutions for disposal in the Hanford underground storage tanks. Spent Fuel. Approximately 3 metric tonnes of single pass reactor fuel remained in a fuel storage pool inside PUREX. The fuel had been underwater for over 20 years. The fuel basket integrity was suspect and overpacks were designed to retrieve the fuel for transfer back to Hanford's K Basins for storage. In addition to the single pass reactor fuel, 38 pieces of N Reactor spent fuel (-0.5 metric tonnes) were on the canyon floor of PUREX. Special tools had to be fabricated to pick the fuel pieces off the floor, wash the fuel, and load the fuel for shipment.
Contaminated Nitric
Chemical Inventory. In addition to the nitric acid and organic solutions, PUREX shut down with an inventory of over 3 million pounds of bulk and specialty chemicals. About 2.5 million pounds of this inventory was recycled by selling or giving the materials away. Less than 500,000 pounds was disposed of as waste.
Configuration Changes to Achieve Low Cost Surveillance and Maintenance
Consolidated 4 operating ventilation zones and 11 exhaust stacks into one heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) zone with one exhaust stack.
Reduced air discharges from 123,000 cubic feet per minute to 40,000 cubic feet per minute.
Terminated all five liquid effluent discharges to the environment from about 10,000 gallons per minute to zero.
Consolidated electrical loads and installed dedicated substation external to facility.
Installed a central system to provide control and monitoring of the modified HVAC system.
PROJECT TIMBSCHEDULE MANAGEMENT
PROJECT SCHEDULE
The PUREX/UO3 shutdown order on December 21, 1992, initiated the conception of the overall deactivation strategy which produced a framework for the deactivation project. The deactivation officially started on October 1,1993. The schedule objective was to complete the deactivation of the PUREX/UO3 plants by July 31,1998 , and the actual completion date of deactivation was May 9,1997. A table of key dates and actual completions is included in the appendix.
Schedule Management
The schedule baseline was documented in the Level 1 -Master Project Schedule. The master schedule included Tri-Party Agreement, DOE-Headquarters, RL, and Westinghouse Hanford Company/B&W Hanford Company milestones.
The schedule and schedule control process included an integrated network capable of producing a critical path logic for the entire project for analysis and reporting. Periodic reviews by DOE-Headquarters and RL utilized the network capabilities and data reports to analyze project status.
Schedule Performance
The baseline duration of the PUREX/UO3 Deactivation Project to cdmplete the necessary deactivation activities while safely performing surveillance and maintenance on the facility was expected to be 5 years. The actual duration of the PUREX/UO3 Deactivation Project was 3 years, 9 months-15 months ahead of schedule. In addition, all major project milestones were completed ahead of schedule. The baseline and actual completion dates are given in Table 2 .
PUREX Deactiyation Complete
PROJECT COST/RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
A complete cost estimate for the project was developed as part of the Project Management Plan. The cost objective was to complete deactivation for a total project cost of $222.5 million.
PUREX Transition Project
Cost and Schedule Baseline 
5.1
COST
When the PUREX/UO3 Deactivation Project began in October 1993, the baseline cost was $222.5 million. The surveillance and maintenance component was budgeted at $165 million. The deactivation activities were budgeted at $57.5 million. At the completion of the project, the surveillance and maintenance was expected to cost approximately $2 million per year.
The actual total cost of the PUREX/UO3 Deactivation Project was $147.0 million-$75 million under budget. The resulting surveillance and maintenance is less than $1 million annually.
WORK BREAKDOWN STRUCTURE
The work breakdown structure (WBS) effectively defined the project into distinct deliverables. The project work efforts were organized by Project Summary WBS (PSWBS) and Contract WBS (CWBS). DOE-Headquarters reviewed and approved the PSWBS. The contractor was responsible for the CWBS. The PSWBS included five major expense categories and a plant and capital equipment category. There were multiple CWBS elements under each expense category. 1990 J99! 1992 1993 • 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Changes to the project cost, schedule, and technical baselines were classified Class 0, Class I, Class II, or Class III, according to the magnitude of the impact. The change classifications were used to identify the approval authority.
DEACTIVATION IS A GOOD INVESTMENT • PUREX/U03
BASELINE CHANGE CONTROL
Class 0 changes required DOE-Headquarters approval; Class I changes required RL approval; Class II and III changes required contractor approval.
All project changes were strictly controlled and processed in accordance with approved change control procedures. «
PROJECT QUALITY MANAGEMENT
The PUREX and UO3 plants are considered nuclear facilities under federal regulations and as such must maintain a quality assurance (QA) program in accordance with 10 CFR 830.120 (Nuclear Safety Management, Quality Assurance Requirements).
Company QA procedures and implementation plans were built to ensure compliance with the federal statutes. Those procedures and plans were implemented at PUREX through the PUREX/UO3 Quality Assurance Program Plan (QAPP).
The primary objective of the QAPP was to provide a user-friendly document that identified the ten QA criteria outlined in 10 CFR 830.120 along with references to facility procedures implementing those criteria. The objective was for all individuals involved in the project to know and understand which quality criteria applied to their work and what their role was in implementing the criteria through the facility procedures. Project progress and completion was measured in terms of the deactivation end points. A key element of QA was a practice whereby the contractor responsible for facility decontamination and decommissioning (Bechtel Hanford Incorporated in the case of the PUREX/UO3 plants), would negotiate the project end points and approve the final completion of each individual end point, thus guaranteeing an independent review of deactivation activities.
PROJECT HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
PROJECT ORGANIZATION s of August 1993 336 People
At the inception of the PUREX/UO3 Deactivation Project, the organization was staffed with over 300 former production workers who operated the two plants. Deactivation was initiated with this production-orientated structure. UO3 deactivation, being a small unit within the overall project, was successful in this arrangement. However, the nature of deactivation at PUREX after the first year was that deaotivation was not a project but a continuation of operations practices. After the first year the organization was further projectized from operation and engineering functions into a Surveillance project (Operations and Engineering responsible for the facility nuclear safety envelope) and a Deactivation project (Operations and Engineering responsible for deactivation activities). When further projectization of the organization occurred, the UO3 plant deactivation was nearly complete and no changes were made to the UO3 organization. UO3 deactivation was completed in January 1995. The further projectization of PUREX reduced the focus from operations practices and more towards a project culture.
PUREXAJO3 Organization
An even larger paradigm shift occurred when PUREX was chosen as the Hanford Site's reengineering pilot in August 1995. Westinghouse Hanford Company had embarked on an effort to reengineer its activities at Hanford and after completing extensive planning, a search was conducted for the right facility to pilot the effort. PUREX was chosen after completion of a self-evaluation and an independent review by the company's reengineering sponsors. Supported by the site facilities tea/n, site leadership, Human Resources, and the facility director, a team made up of key RL, PUREX exempt, and PUREX craft employees was chartered to redesign the core processes, organization, and management systems for the PUREX deactivation project. The work management, surveillance, and configuration control processes were redesigned from a blank sheet of paper. Work planning, risk assessment, QA, and scheduling were adjusted to line up with the new core processes. An organizational change was necessary to fully capitalize on the streamlined processes and to create the culture change desired for the project. The project and functional organizations (i.e., Surveillance, Deactivation, Work Control, Maintenance, and Radiation Control) were eliminated and a team structure was incorporated into the new design. Procedures were changed and employees were provided training on teaming and the redesigned processes. All positions in the new organization were filled through a selection process, and the redesign was implemented in January 1996. The result was the project pioneered more change in the last two years than was envisioned. Employees' job scopes were expanded and new roles and responsibilities were taken on by all.
Implementation of reengineering cost the PUREX project approximately $1 million and preparations for implementation caused some activities to fall up to 45 days behind schedule. Within three months of implementation, the schedule had been made up. By the end of the 1996 fiscal year (over 8 months after implementation) the project had been accelerated two months. Using the reengineered work processes and the team based organization over the last 16 months of the project accounted for a 5 month schedule acceleration and savings of over $13 million.
PROJECT PERSONNEL REDEPLOYMENT
One of the original objectives of the Project was to transition the workforce out of the project. Unlike a typical construction staff which is used to work ramping down, the vast majority of the project staff's experience was from production and had never faced the challenge of working themselves out of a job. Early in the project a simple redeployment model was developed with each individual linked to a likely redeployment date based upon the project schedule. The model was continuously updated and the redeployment process was aggressively communicated. Approximately 90% of the original project staff was successfully redeployed into other positions. The end result was that the project staff knew where they were going before their work ramped down, allowing them to concentrate on their assignments and not be distracted by worrying about their job future.
PROJECT COMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMENT
Regular project status meetings were held with the various project entities. The project staff met weekly with the project director to discuss performance, issues, and impacts. The project director met monthly with the RL to review costs, schedule performance, and issue resolution. The project director and the RL met quarterly with the DOEHeadquarters. These quarterly meetings were typically roll ups of the monthly meetings. The meetings alternated between face-to-face meetings (either in Richland or Washington, D.C.) and video conferences.
The deactivation of the PUREX and UO3 plants generated a large interest base. As symbols of the Cold War and the first major DOE plants in the complex to go through a formal deactivation process, this project generated significant local, regional, national, and international interest.
Regulatory Meetings. Monthly meetings were held with the Washington State Departments of Ecology and Health to review project progress and discuss issues.
Public Interest. Updates to the Hanford Advisory Board (a local public interest grojip) were conducted on a regular basis. These updates were usually of a short general overview concentrating on major hazard reductions and held in a public forum.
Tours. Over 150 tours of PUREX/UO3 were conducted between the shutdown order and the closing ceremony marking the end of deactivation. These tours ranged from a single individual to groups of over thirty. Some of the more notable guests were U.S. Senator Patty Murray, U.S. Representative Richard "Doc" Hastings, DOE Assistant Secretary Tara O'Toole, DOE Assistant Secretary Al Aim, the United Nations Ambassadors negotiating the Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty, and representatives of the French, British, South Korean, and Russian atomic agencies.
Media. Four major media events with local and regional television, radio, and print media were held during the life of the project. In addition numerous other media interviews were conducted throughout the life of the deactivation project.
Videos. The project documented much of the deactivation project on video for record purposes. The project produced three videos for project public relations. The first video, completed in late 1994, was a ten minute overview of PUREX/UO3 deactivation. The second video, completed in early 1996, updated deactivation progress and included statements from customers and public interest groups. The third video, completed in 1996, was a history of PUREX and deactivation as told by employees.
All Employee Meetings. Monthly meetings were held for the project employees. At its inception, a typical meeting would include the managers of the various sub-projects discussing project progress, the deputy project manager discussing redeployment activities, and finally a project overview by the project director followed by a question and answer period. Feedback from the employees after the first few meetings indicated a change was needed to generate more interest in the meetings. An employee group began the organization of the meetings and added special guests such as representatives from public interest groups and regulators, and individual work team members rather than managers giving status of their activities.
People Center. The PUREX/UO3 People Center was a physical location in the PUREX complex set aside as an additional communications vehicle. Staffed by project volunteers and company Human Resources personnel, employees could get help looking for redeployment opportunities, assistance in resume preparation, or answers to questions or rumors that they had heard. The People Center also put out a twice-a-month newsletter communicating issues that the People Center staff was working on, communicate deactivation highlights, focus on a specific work group, or provide updates on redeployment.
PROJECT RISK MANAGEMENT
PUREXTransiOon Project Project Management Relationships
FrQectfanagemsntTeam
A project in the nuclear industry such as the PUREX/UO3 Deactivation Project carries two general risks: The risk of not completing the project and the risks to the public and workers.
MANAGING PROJECT RISKS
Timely Decisions. Since the PUREX deactivation was the first time a facility as complex as PUREX was deactivated, the project received high visibility and interest from the federal, state, and local governments, stakeholders, Indian Nations, and the public. The situation where many people are involved with different perspectives leads to a risk of extended discussion about issues and confusion as to who makes final decisions. Therefore, management agreed to identify an individual from the DOE-Headquarters, an individual from the RL, and the project director to act as the final decision making body on decisions or issues. These individuals (referred to as the Troika) were also responsible for ensuring that approvals or decisions from other groups within their organizations were performed in a timely manner. This group also ensured that decisions and issues outside of the Troika's control were done so that the field work and the overall deactivation schedule were not impacted.
Consistent Funding.
Losing part or all of the project budget over the duration of the project was considered a high risk to the successful completion of the project. The emphasis in Congress of a balanced budget put all DOE budgets under attack annually. The members of the Troika took responsibility to protect the funds during the duration of the project. Conscience efforts were made to demonstrate and report progress so that budget decision makers were kept informed. Since the regulators and special • interest groups supported deactivation, a concerted effort was made to maintain communication with these groups to keep them informed of the progress of deactivation. These groups then informed Congress and DOE-Headquarters of their interest in seeing that the project maintain funding. Throughout deactivation, the project teamed with regulators to develop a number of innovative solutions. These innovations minimized thousands of gallons of liquid wastes and significantly reduced solid waste volume. One significant innovation was to flush the process vessels in loops or series and take a sample from the final vessel to demonstrate the flush had met the criteria to remove dangerous waste. Flushing vessels in loops instead of individually greatly minimized the flush water required and tljs subsequent waste sent to the underground storage tanks.
Flush Canyon Vessels
SAFETY RISKS
The project utilized a graded approach to safety associated with deactivation activities. Workers demonstrated the enhanced work planning process and pioneered the development of the Job Hazards Analysis process during PUREX deactivation. This approach to work planning and execution received VicePresident Gore's Golden Hammer award for reinventing government in August 1997. The process is being applied at other facilities on the Hanford site and is the centerpiece of DOE's Integrated Safety Management process.
The Integrated Safety Management process implemented at PUREX produced several important outcomes, including:
• improved worker safety, as verified by lostworkday statistics; • more systematic and thorough evaluations of potential hazards associated with proposed work activities; • decreased costs to the project in safety documentation development;
• improved employee morale, especially among those involved in the hazards assessment process; and • improved quality of Unreviewed Safety Question determinations.
One of the most significant changes resulting from the PUREX integrated safety strategy was the ability to evaluate the hazards of proposed deactivation activities in a graded manner. The PUREX Preliminary Hazards Screening/Assessment process was used to select hazard analysis techniques appropriate for specific project tasks. This is not only a milestone for Hanford. It is a milestone for the nation. The PUREX • deactivation meets President Clinton's commitment to nuclear non-proliferation. It is also a national model for efficiency and innovation.
PROJECT CONTRACT/PROCUREMENT MANAGEMENT
PROJECT PROCUREMENT PLAN
One reason for such success has been the cooperation of several groups. The Department of * Energy and our contractors worked closely with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the Washington State Department of Ecology, the Hanford Advisory Board, Indian tribes and our stakeholders. This group focused on a common goal and met it with flying colors.
The lessons learned in deactivating PUREX are being applied at one of Hanford's oldest facilities, the World War II-era B Plant. I regret that I cannot thank you in person, but I look forward to even greater achievements as you apply your experience at the B Plant and share your knowledge with other sites throughout the country. Congratulations on the Hay 9, 1997, deactiVation of PUREX. This is a substantive demonstration to the Americin public that the Department 1s wiselymanaging the funds entrusted to us to minimize risk to the public and the environment. ;
The Richland team was highly creative in addressing several key areas, including in particular the disposition of contaminated nitric acid. The partnerships between regulators, stakeholders, contractors and Federal staff opened doors for regulatory innovation and improved methods of doing business, resulting in opportunities for cost savings.. Your innovative thinking resulted in accelerated deactivation, saving millions of dollars which can how be used to complete other necessary cleanup projects. The Richland team's willingness to take on programmatic risk and senior management's willingness to reward, not penalize, risk taking have resulted in a notable success.
•.
Lessons learned from the first significant deactivation project in the Department, will be invaluable.. Completion of the 2,500 end points 1n this effort demonstrated the management skills and technical competency necessary to quickly and efficiently'close an obsolete facility that would otherwise, pose risks to workers, the environment, and eventually the public. As the first major facility deactivation, It Is a symbol to our elected leadership of EH' s commitment to closing facilities, visibly demonstrating to the American people that their government can produce results, at low cost, and be.successful in the cleanup of cold war legacy wastes.
The men and women who have been a part of the PUREX deactivation have set a high standard for the rest of the Department. I greatly appreciate their hard work, dedication and cbnraitiBent and look forward to celebrating With them at the June 20 ceremony. I wish them the best as they continue on other projects, and expect that their example will encourage continued . development of Innovative approaches by other deactivation projects. 
